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Jack does art 

I would like to comment on Jack Con¬ 
rad’s article, ‘Prometheanism and na¬ 
ture’ (January 1 9). In it he says: 
“Hence no inferiority or superiority of 
species. We speak - it must be empha¬ 
sised - not of science, tools or human 
society.” And “Each domain has its 
own laws which must be studied ac¬ 
cording to their own logic and certain¬ 
ly should not be dumbly confused or 
casually transposed. A sorry but fre¬ 
quent mistake.” 

What does he do next? Put on your 
hard hats - JackConrad does art! Here 
we gp: “Eg, with due humility, Iwould 
venture to suggest that, apart from 
technique, materials and points of ref¬ 
erence, there is no progress in art ... 
Are the works of Picasso more ad¬ 
vanced than those of the ancient 
Egyptians and Greeks? Is the music 
of Harrison Birtwhistle or John Adams 
better than Mozart? Or do we simply 
have difference in each case in terms 
of artistic expression?” 

Nonsense. Jack wants us to believe 
there is progress in science (he’s a 
scientist who’s changing the world), 
but not in art (Jack’s no artist). But of 
course, art is a part and product of 
human society. Other animals don’t do 
art. Like science, like tools, progress 
is written into art and it is never neu¬ 
tral or value-free. 

What’s the reason for this mistake? 
Jack fears politics collapsing into aes¬ 
thetics, but he’s only able to repress 
the difference by brutally cleaving 
them inthe cellar, while frantically wip¬ 
ing the surface still. One gpes on liv¬ 
ing in the light (Jekyll); the other 
(Hyde) festers locked away. Jack 
needs you to keep art in a box to stare 
at; he needs you to think technique is 
just relative, different practical meth¬ 
ods applied indifferent practical times 
- I hold Hie pen one way, one day; he 
holds it another. But technique in art 
is an art in itself, part of the process; 
content not just form ossified It helps 
you to understand techniques of per¬ 
suasion. 

As for poor old Picasso! Is one 
Spanish bloke better artistically than 
not one, but two ancient civilisations? 
What sort of rubbish is this? It’s cov¬ 
ert stuff. Picasso is Jack’s stand-in for 
modernity, abstraction, the uncon¬ 
scious, which he has to neuter to 
avoid revelation and this process 
neuters the CPGB. Ancients are much 
easier: they behave themselves. 

What does “points of reference” 
actually mean? It smothers. As a tern 
it’s maybe okay for orienteering, but 
Jack’s using it to lose art. The subject 
(Jack), points at the reference (art), and 
that’s it There’s no struggle between 
subject and object - they fit perfectly, 
blandly together. Jack can’t see the 
problem, so why on earth should you? 

But remember - Jack is persuading 
you, this is ideology: the important 
stuff must be hidden. Art is always 
about surplus, the bits that don’t fit. 
Mimesis - art imitates, but never fully 
becomes. Howmany great minds, how 


many billions of words, have puzzled 
over this most intense, profound and 
mysterious human activity, but Jack 
“with due humility” finishes it all off 
ina paragraph. And Jack’s notnormal- 
ly known for his brevity. He quickly 
needs to install art as timeless classics 
and museum pieces, art as the ultimate 
bourgeois commodity, and move on. 

This zap is designed to stop you 
thinking, asking questions such as 
what is and what isn’t art, and deeper, 
making the inside ofyou complex, more 
or less real. 

Make no mistake - via coded Uriah 
Heep humbleness, Jack’s line is the 
‘Leninist’ line of the Provisional Cen- 
tralCommittee of the CPGB. Art is id, 
and as such is irrational and only to 
be looked at and not touched. Conta¬ 
gion lurks. So let’s not be silly, com¬ 
rades: eyes straight ahead, practical 
Bolshevik politics. Everything exoter¬ 
ic, forget your insides, you never 
know what you might find there. 

Jack won’t let art matter because art 
might reveal what’s the matter with 
Jack 

Phil Rudge 

Hackney 

Dreaiy dogma 

In your motion to the C ampaign for a 
New Workers’ Party you cannot help 
but blurt out the need for such a par¬ 
ty to be “based on the theory and 
practice of revolutionary Marxism”. 

Why not base a new party on the 
experiences, interests and present re¬ 
alities of working class people? You 
know very well that a ‘Marxist party’ 
will fail to attract widespread support, 
but be highly successful in bringing 
about yet another sectarian battle for 
the orthodox soul of Marxist ideolo¬ 
gy. Such battles have driven count¬ 
less numbers, including myself, from 
the leftwing fold into reluctant, but 
less infuriating, political passivity. 

We don’t need another party 
spewing dreaiy dogma, but a strong 
rank-and-file movement exercising 
real grassroots democracy and set¬ 
ting its own agenda, not following the 
lead of self-important leaders. 

Socialists of the world, unite - you 
have nothing to lose but your medi¬ 
ocrity! 

Jack Hunter 
email 

Wide of the Marx 

In ‘Rearming our class’, Mark Fischer 
states: “In today’s conditions a Marx¬ 
ist party would, of course, fight for 
reforms” (Weekly Worker March 16). 
No - it would fight for the abolition of 
the wages system, a demand Marx 
formulated more than 140 years ago. 
Paul Bennett 
Manchester 

Male out 

I agree with the majority of Mark 
Fischer’s analysis and criticism of 
feminism as against a socialist analy¬ 
sis (‘Autonomy, separatism and wom¬ 
en’s liberation’, November 18 2004). 

However, there are many ways in 
which men are disadvantaged as com¬ 
pared to women, and, in particular, 


working class men. The rise of femi¬ 
nism over the last 30 years has seen 
middle class women gain immensely, 
while working class men are thrown 
out of their traditional jobs and de¬ 
monised as racist, sexist thugs. 

Typically, feminist screeching oblit¬ 
erates this to the point that comrade 
Fischer does not even acknowledge 
it in his critique. 

John Grean 
email 

Damned shame 

“Communists demand unrestricted 
working class access to alcohol (and 
all recreational drugs) and fight those 
restrictive policing intrusions” ( Week¬ 
ly Worker December 16 2004). 

Really? As a police officer for 30 
years, working predominantly in two 
‘sink’ estates in Coventry, I saw only 
too clearly the effects of alcohol: 
abused and neglected children, wives 
and girlfriends with severe injuries at 
the hands (and worse) of their part¬ 
ners. I saw, too, the appalling effects 
of drugs of various kinds, and the 
descent into true horror for not only 
the users, but the victims of crimes 
committed against them to provide the 
wherewithal to purchase more drugs. 

Even putting to one side the above, 
the constant internecine warring be¬ 
tween the pushers and the major sup¬ 
pliers, leading to a proliferation of 
handguns, and an increasing number 
of shootings, was and is horrifying; 
whilst all of the time individuals dam¬ 
aged by narcotic consumption wan¬ 
dered about, useless and full of 
self-hate. I spent many hours with 
parents devastated by the destruction 
of their children, and the break-up of 
their families, as a direct result of their 
child’s use of drugs and the crime that 
the hitherto promising child was now 
committing, including burglaries, rob¬ 
beries and under-age girls entering 
into prostitution. 

Having become veiy sorely vexed 
at the corruption, in all areas, of the 
major political parties here I thought I 
might look to the Communist Party for 
some solid and intellectual comment 
on events in this country. If the 
CPGB’s policy on drugs is accurately 
reflected here, it would appear that 
any chance for ever having a demo¬ 
cratic, responsible alternative in the 
Communist Party is a pipe-dream. The 
Communist Party will, if these views 
are reflected in other policy, forever 
remain a fringe movement, and be 
unable to convince the ordinary man 
in the street that it can possibly be a 
viable alternative. 

What a damned shame. 

David Neale 
email 

Thirsty work 

Terry Liddle says: “The bottles and 
hand pumps do not say, ‘Drink this 
and you’ll end up with a sour gut and 
a blinding headache at the very 
least’” (Letters, March 16). 

Gee, how much do you guys drink 
overthere? Backhere in New Zealand 
it is possible for those indulging to 
get the odd nice wee glow and turn 
up at work next morning with a fully 
functioning head and gut. 

Yes, capitalist alcohol advertising 
is cynical shite, but the stuff itself is 
a good servant and a bad master. If 
those of us who choose to can’t en¬ 
joy a few beers after the revolution it 
will not have been worth killing all 
those capitalists. 

Don Franks 
email 

Hero’s farewell 

Area andnational officials of the Na¬ 
tional Union of Mineworkers and a 
solid block of Nottinghamshire 


NUM miners and their families 
turned out for Paul Whetton’s funer¬ 
al on March 18. 

Led by Notts NUM banners, the 
funeral procession thronged the 
roads and closed Newark town cen¬ 
tre. Well-known characters from the 
miners’ movement were everywhere 
in evidence among the sea of faces. 

The packed church had the serv¬ 
ice relayed to the crowds standing 
outside for more than an hour in 
freezing temperatures. The tears froze 
in our eyes as we listened to Paul’s 
voice, talking about the meaning of 
pit life and the strength of pit com¬ 
munities. 

The music and the speeches were 
absolutely heart-wrenching. Arthur 
Scargill made one of the most impas¬ 
sioned and moving eulogies I think I 
have ever heard, although, the most 
sorrowful parts were those where he 
quoted from the words of Paul’s chil¬ 
dren; it was deeply upsetting. 

Paul was a hero of the workers’ 
movement and a committed commu- 
nistand trade unionist His coffin was 
draped in the Soviet flag and his fur 
Bolshevik hat, with the badge of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Un¬ 
ion, which had been presented to him 
in that country, was laid on top of the 
flag. 

During the miners’ strike, Paul had 
thrown himself into the Nottingham¬ 
shire offensive - fighting, as all Notts 
strikers did, on the hardest front of 
all, in the worse strike-breaking coun¬ 
ty, which had been made the scene 
of counter-attack by the Tories and 
the state’s special forces. At the end 
of the strike he was victimised 

It took two years of battles in tri¬ 
bunals before Paul was reinstated, al¬ 
beit at Manton Colliery in the 
Yorkshire area ofthe NUM, but within 
the actual geological coal county of 
Nottinghamshire. 

Inhis final working years, Paul sus¬ 
tained a serious accident that forced 
him to finish in the industry a couple 
of years early. This allowed him to 
devote the bulk of his time to the Jus¬ 
tice For Miners Campaignand efforts 
to rebuild the NUM in Nottingham¬ 
shire. 

Paul was a great mate, a great sto¬ 
ryteller, a man of justice and common 
sense. We have lost too many like 
him in recent years and sadly they 
are not being replaced. 

The (female) vicar told us amus¬ 
ingly how in their first encounter Paul 
welcomed her and called her ‘com¬ 
rade’. She had been a bit taken aback, 
but then recognised it had been a 
great compliment. She supposed Paul 
might be engaging with ‘comrade 
Christ’ at this very moment. 

We are not sure about that, but if it 


J ust two donations via the post 
this week - £60 from one of our 
most diehard supporters, comrade 
TR, and £20 from PH. Thanks to 
both. A big ‘thank you’ also to 
those whose standing order dona¬ 
tions have just come through - 
MM, DO, IT, AD, JD, JS and EB. 
All in all, a further £165. 

An extra £45 was raised in addi¬ 
tion from donations handed to 
Weekly Worker sellers on the 
March 18 Stop the War Coalition 
demonstration. Despite the hype 
from some of the platfonn speak¬ 
ers in Trafalgar Square, numbers 
were down again and so those 
contributions, combined with a rea¬ 
sonable healthy paper sale, were 


were true, doubtless Christ wouldn’t 
get a word in for the first few days. 

Dave Douglass 

Doncaster 

In the balance 

The result of a recent a by-election 
for a seat on my local district council 
is very interesting for what it says 
about the political situation here. 
The Tory candidate won the seat 
with 264 votes. An independent can¬ 
didate and the Liberal Democrat came 
equal second with 136 votes each. 
The Labour Party candidate came 
fourth with just 12 votes. 

The result must surely say some¬ 
thing about how the local population 
rates Tony Blair and his New Labour 
government. The by-election result 
shows that the very survival of the 
Labour Party in my area as a viable 
political party is in the balance. 
JohnSmithee 
Cambridge shire 

SPGB is right 

The CPGB mistakenly looks on Len¬ 
in’s Russia as a society run in the in¬ 
terests of the workers. The 
Bolsheviks advocated the setting up 
of a constituent assembly, but when 
elections placed them in a minority 
they forcibly dissolved it. 

In 1919 the outstanding Marxist, 
Martov, drew attention to the fact 
that there was a social hierarchy over 
the workers in production. The state 
apparatus was based on compulsion. 
He writes: “In Russia the evolution 
of the ‘soviet state’ has already cre¬ 
ated a new and complicated state 
machine based on the ‘administra¬ 
tion of persons’, as against the ‘ad¬ 
ministration of things’, based on the 
opposition of the functionary official 
to the citizen. These antagonisms are 
in no way different from the antago¬ 
nisms that characterise the capitalist 
state.” 

Martov also opposed the use of 
the death penalty for opponents 
both left and right. The Socialist Par¬ 
ty of Great Britain rightly calls Len¬ 
in’s Russia ‘state capitalist’. 

Andrew Harvey 
Carlisle Labour Party 

Life goes on 

The only embarrassment now about 
Big brother is for the people who 
over-reacted to Galloway’s appear¬ 
ance in it. He raised a bit of money for 
a worthwhile Palestinian charity, he 
got bashed by the right wing press - 
life goes on. 

June Collins 
email 


not too bad. 

Our total for March stand at 
£486. That leaves us with £114 to 
raise in a week 

However, I am confident we can 
do it - especially if just a few of our 
many thousands of online readers 
would put their hands in their pock¬ 
et Last week there were 15,395 who 
visited our website but, once 
again, not one of them left a dona¬ 
tion using our PayPal facility. I 
would really like to be able to re¬ 
port a change for the better next 
week* 

Robbie Rix 

Ask for a bankers order form, 
or send cheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker 


London Communist Forum 
Sunday March 26, 5pm 

Will Iran be next? 

Should we align ourselves with 
the ayatollahs? 

Details in Action column overleaf 



Fighting fund 

Diehard donor 
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Fight for state power 

Students and youth in France are protesting against the government’s attempts to impose its ‘first employment 
contract’ (CPE) on young workers, which would deprive them of employment rights for the first two years. Emile 
Fabrol of the communist journal La Lettre de Pwmethee looks at the situation thrown up by the current mass 
protests. While his revolutionary spirit is beyond question, the call he makes for a direct assault on the citadels of 
power through a general strike is quite clearly incorrect. The working class has no mass revolutionary party. Nor 
does it have fighting units. What present circumstances demand is a political strategy designed to massively extend 
democracy. The quasi-democratic Fifth Republic must go. In its place must come the Sixth Republic. 



Paris: militant youth in need of a revolutionary party 


O ne million demonstrators on 
March 7 - without any real 
mobilisation by the national 
leadership of the big trade unions 
(only Force Ouvriere put out a simple 
appeal). This was achieved despite the 
unending succession of days of ac¬ 
tion in 2004 and 2005 and despite a 
series of defeats since 2003 - pen¬ 
sions, health insurance, privatisation 
of gas, electricity, etc. 

This speaks volumes about the 
mass rejection of government policies 
- which was also expressed in the ‘no’ 
vote inMay 29 2005 referendum onthe 
European constitution, while in a 
touching display of unity the right, 
Socialist Party leadership, Medef 
(French CBI) and the media appealed 
for a ‘yes’. 

Since March 7 the movement has 
spread rapidly in the schools and uni¬ 
versities. The intransigence of prime 
minister Dominique de Villepin - just 
like the SP’s Alain Juppe at the start 
of the winter 1995 mass strike - will 
only reinforce the determination of the 
youth to resist the new ‘first employ¬ 
ment contract’ law, the CPE, which de¬ 
prives young people of many rights 
for the first two years of work. Opin¬ 
ion polls show that a large majority of 
the population is against the CPE and 
Villepin’s popularity has plummeted. 

There have been innumerable plans 
and measures relating to youth em¬ 
ployment since 1977, when Barre (for 
the right) invented the ‘national pact 
for work’. In 1983 there was the 
‘staged introduction to professional 
life’ from Mauroy (SP) and the follow¬ 
ing year Fabius (SP) dreamt up the 
‘collective service’ scheme. Then Ro- 
card (SP) introduced ‘solidarity em¬ 
ployment contracts’ in 1988. In 1993 
Balladur (right) thought he had found 
the miracle cure with his ‘introduction 
to work contracts’, only to withdraw 
his bill in the face of a powerful move¬ 
ment uniting youth and workers. In 
1997 Jospin (SP) created ‘jobs for 
youth’ - replaced by Raffarin (right) by 
‘youth contracts at work’ and ‘ap¬ 
prenticeships to social life’in2002-03. 

The constant factor in all these 
schemes was job insecurity, com¬ 
bined with tax exemptions and other 
perks for the bosses. The results have 
hardly been attractive: in 1977 youth 
employment stood at 11.3%; today it 
is 23%. The CPE will be no exception 
- it will not ‘generate jobs’, for that is 
not the nature of such contracts in the 
interest of capital, which will be used 
to cut jobs today. Tomorrow the boss¬ 
es will use the CPE to replace perma¬ 
nent contracts and will be more than 
happy to accept the latest exemptions 
and avail themselves of the divine 
right to dismiss workers without hav¬ 
ing to give a reason. 

Villepin’s intentions are clear: to help 
the bosses destroy employment pro¬ 
tection in general. If this iniquitous bill, 
unilaterally favouring employers, sees 
the light of day, the government will 
soon be proposing a new CPE - a boss- 
es’ charter for exploiting everybody. 
It would mean lifelong insecurity for 
those with jobs and charity for the 
rest. Thatcherism pure and simple. 
The struggle agpinst the CPE is, there¬ 


fore, a real test of class strength - 
which is why it is indispensable to 
unite youth and workers in a fight 
against the government. 

Regime crisis 

Beyond this attempt to destroy the 
social conquests forced on the bour¬ 
geoisie by the class struggle, the coun¬ 
try has been plunged into a profound 
crisis of regime. The decadent Fifth 
Republic appears by the day more 
and more evidently the natural serv¬ 
ant of capital’s domination. Barely re¬ 
elected in 2002, Chirac has been 
finished politically since the May 29 
2005 referendum. However, in the pres¬ 
idential election the mainstream left 
was ousted from the second round by 
the Front National. This partly dis¬ 
guised the weakness of the right and 
its candidate, and also obscured the 
10% of votes won by candidates of 
the far left in the first round 

In 2004 the right suffered setbacks 
in both the regional and European 
elections. Faced with the obvious in¬ 
ability of the far left to build on their 
2002 electoral success, and ignoring 
the PS’s neoliberal social programme, 
workers voted left to punish the right. 

In 2005 the establishment, in alli¬ 
ance with the SP leadership, lost the 
referendum. Now the election of the 
president by universal suffrage is one 
of the pillars of the Fifth Republic - the 
republican monarch asks the people 
to confirm him in his functions. On 
May 29 2005 the people told him 
where to go. 

While theclearmeaningof thework- 
ers’ and people’s ‘no’ was the rejec¬ 
tion of the undisguised free market - 
the basis of the European Union since 
1957, which the bourgeoisie of old 
Europe wanted to enshrine in their 
constitution - the new prime minister 
decided to pursue and intensify the 
policy of his predecessor. Acting as if 
he knew his days were numbered, he 
engaged in a frenzy of deregulation. 
No doubt he was reassured by the 
understanding that, in the event of the 


classic turnaround in the 2007 elec¬ 
tions, experience shows that the left 
never repeals measures imposed by 
the right. 

In order to progress quickly - very 
quickly even - Villepin and his UMP 
party have made the most of every 
possibility offered by the constitu¬ 
tion: decrees, emergency procedures 
and the infamous article 49.3, which 
allows for a law to be adopted with¬ 
out a vote - there is no chance that a 
motion of censure would succeed, 
even if it were supported by the other 
rightwing party, the UDF, which has 
been making a point of keeping its 
distance from the government. 

The establishment likes to say that 
matters such as the CPE must not be 
decided on the street, but since 2004 
they are not even decided by univer¬ 
sal suffrage. And apologists for the 
established order never miss an op¬ 
portunity to invoke ‘the republic’ and 
‘democracy’,just as they did so force¬ 
fully during the revoltof the inner-city 
youth at the end of 2005. 

Wait for 2007? 

Aware of the gravity of the situation, 
Villepin recently told his UMP depu¬ 
ties: “The presidential election de¬ 
pends on the CPE” (Le Monde March 
9). This is hardly the best way of char¬ 
acterising what is at stake during the 
current phase of the class struggle. It 
is not the outcome of the 2007 presi¬ 
dential election which depends on the 
fight to defeat the CPE and the meas¬ 
ures imposed during the summer of 
2005. What is definitely at stake is 
what government, what policy, in the 
here and now. 

That is why there is no reason to 
place limits on the aims of the strug¬ 
gle. To be content with forcing the 
government to retreat is, in the last 
analysis, to allow the bourgeoisie to 
regain its breath so as to be able to 
prepare for 2007 in favourable condi¬ 
tions. If the struggle were to force the 
withdrawal of the CPE, then the pres¬ 
ident, the government and their par¬ 


liamentary ‘majority’ would have suf¬ 
fered such a defeat that they would 
no longer be in any position to gov¬ 
ern the country. So let us be realistic: 
fight to overturn the power! 

Everything is possible. Either 2007 
will duly arrive or the working class 
will impose its own politics. The first 
hypothesis seems to suit those who 
are marking time today. The PS lead¬ 
ership, fearing it will be unable to re¬ 
gain power in 2007, makes responsible 
appeals to the government to prevent 
the situation getting out of hand. 

Asin2003, the trade union tops rule 
out working for a general strike. On 
the eve of March 7 Jean-Claude Mail- 
ly, general secretary ofForce Ouvriere, 
implored Chirac to “let wisdom and 
reason prevail”. Just as, on the eve of 
the powerful October 4 2005 day of 
action, he launched an ‘ultimatum’ to 
the government, giving it two weeks 
to open ‘meaningful negotiations’. 

Presidential “wisdom and reason” 
is being demonstrated - for the mo¬ 
ment Chirac supports Villepin But all 
is not simple in the corridors of pow¬ 
er. The government’s number two, 
Nicolas Sarkozy, worried at the turn of 
events, menacingly calls for “clear 
thinking on the current political situ¬ 
ation” (Le Monde March 16). 

In any case, the due arrival of2007 
will be unfavourable to the working 
class. A victory for the right would 
represent a defeat, but the return of 
the mainstream left would only modi¬ 
fy the conditions of life and work at 
the margins. The decadence of state 
institutions and of the regime itself 
could open the way for a French var¬ 
iation on German or Italian solutions. 
Not much to look forward to there. 

Only one progressive perspective is 
possible: that the working class comes 
together to impose its will without 
worrying about the election timetable. 
That means the building of a movement 
against capitalism whose clearly de¬ 
clared aim will be to launch areal attack 
on the system of exploitation itself and 
open the way to socialism • 


ACTION 

Communist Forums 

London 

S unday March 26, 5pm: ‘Will Iran 
be next? Should we align our¬ 
selves with the ayatollahs?’ 
Diorama 2, 3-7 Euston Centre, 
Regents Place, London NW1 
(nearest tube: Warren Street). 
Speakers from Organisation of 
Revolutionary Workers of Iran 
(Rahe Kargar) and CPGB. 

SundayApril2, 4-5pm: Introduc¬ 
tion to Marxism, using Vladimir 
Lenin’s Three sources and three 
component parts of Marxism as a 
basis for discussion. 

SundayApril2, 5pm: ‘Where 
does wage-labour fit in?’, using 
Michael Lebowitz’s Beyond 
‘Capital’ as a study guide. 

Diorama Arts Centre, 34 
Osnaburgh Street, London NW1 
(nearest tubes: Regents Park, 

Great Portland Street). 

Sheffield 

Thursday March 23: ‘Leninand 
society in early Soviet Russia’, 
using Marcel Liebman’s Leninism 
under Lenin as a study guide. 

Phone Lee on 07908 904310 for 
time and venue. 

Cardiff 

CallBob on07816480679. 

Colombia Solidarity 

Protest at Coca Cola sponsorship 
of World Cup: Thursday March 
23, 3pm, Old Billingsgpte (nearest 
tube: Liverpool Street). 

CSC, PO Box 844 6,London N17 
6NZ. 

Stop the BNP 

Debden day of action, Saturday 
March 25, 10.30am. Mass delivery 
of Searchlipjit in three target 
wards. Meet at Loughton Club, 8 
Station Road, Loughton, Essex 
(Loughton tube). Supported by 
Unison, GMB, TGWU, Amicus, 
Redbridge PCSU. 

The left in the unions 

Public meeting with Harry Landis, 
president of Equity, Sunday 
March 26, 2pm, Lucas Arms, 

Gray’s Inn Road, London WC1 
(five minutes from Kings Cross). 
Plus video presentation on the 
story of Unity Theatre. All 
welcome. Organised by Alliance 
for Green Socialism. 

Evening with Loach 

40th anniversary of Cathy come 
home. Ken Loach talks about the 
film and the ongping fight for 
decent housing. Monday March 
27, 7.30pm, Preems Restaurant, 
124Brick Lane, LondonEl. 

Tickets (£10) from Glyn Robbins 
(0790 3 9558 5 7) or Respect 
national office. 

Jewish Socialists’ 
Group 

Public meeting: ‘What prospect 
for peace in the Middle East?’ 
Sunday March 26, 7.30pm, Indian 
YMCA student hostel, Fitzroy 
Square, London W1 (corner 
Grafton Way/Fitzroy Street; 
nearest tubes: Warren Street, 

Great Portland Street). 

Speakers: Moshe Machover 
(former editor Khamsin), Ahlam 
Akram (Arab Labour Group), 

Torab Saleth (Workers Left Unity 
Iran). 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary 
Democratic Group, email 
rdgroup@yahoo.com 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the 
struggle going. Put our Party’s 
name and address, together with 
the amount you wish to leave, in 
your will. If you need further help, 
do not hesitate to contact us. 
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CNWP 


'Marxists’ for another 


The March 19 launch of the Socialist Party’s Campaign for a New 
Woikers’ Party went according to plan, writes Peter Manson. The 450 
comrades who signed up to its founding declaration overwhelmingly 
voted for the SP’s plans for a Labour Party mark two. 



CNWP: not exactly thrillmg 


P utting forward the agenda for 
the CNWP conference, the 
Socialist Party’s Dave Nellist 
pledged from the chair that the organ¬ 
isers would “do our best to make sure 
minorities are heard”. But also, he said, 
“inparticular the voice of the ordinary 
workers will be heard today”. 

Who did he think he was fooling? 
“Ordinary workers” in the sense he 
meant - ie, naive but militant people 
new to politics - were notable by their 
absence. Certainly none spoke. What 
we had was a section of the organised 
left, around two-thirds of whom were 
SP members or close supporters. Also 
present were the CPGB, Workers Pow¬ 
er, Revolutionary Democratic Group 
and a couple of dozen other comrades 
from the flotsamandjetsam that once 
were members of one revolutionary 
group or another. 

The character and composition of 
the conference was cleverly dis¬ 
guised in a press statement put out 
afterwards by the CNWP’s newly elect¬ 
ed press secretary, Pete McClaren: 
“Over 300 of the delegates at the con¬ 
ference were active trade unionists, 
including many members of trade un¬ 
ion national executive committees and 
leading representatives at all levels of 
the trade unions.” This was literally 
true, but it was also false. Virtually 
none of them wer e first and foremost 
“trade union activists” - and the un¬ 
ion NEC members were almost all SP 
members. 

But the 300 figure quoted by com¬ 
rade McClaren, along with “other sup¬ 
portive messages from leading trade 
union figures”, shows “we have a 
strong base in the unions”, according 
to comrade Nellist in the same state¬ 
ment. An example of talking thingsup 
if ever there was one. 

As for the “minorities”, it is true that 
each group was allowed five minutes 
to present a single motion, but, apart 
from that, it was overwhelmingly SP. 
Comrade Nellist graciously permitted 
one extra speaker each from the C PGB 
and WP a three-minute slot in support 
of their motion and to say what they 
thought of the others. However, not 
only from the floor, but from the plat¬ 
form too it was Socialist Party com¬ 
rades who dominated this new, 
‘broad’, ‘bottom-up’ ‘united front’. 

Four of the five comrades on the top 
table were prominent figures in the SP 
or the SP-led Committee for a Work¬ 
ers’ International (the other was Mark 
Serwotka, the only ‘name’ speaker the 
comrades could get, it seems). There 
too were ex-Liverpool Militant coun¬ 
cillor Tony Mulheam, SP national sec¬ 
retary Hannah Sell and Claus Ludwig 
of the CWI’s German section, who 
was billed as a councillor represent¬ 
ing the WASQ part of the new Link- 
spartei which the SP would like us to 
emulate(reformistprogramme and all). 

Halfway house 

Setting the scene, comrade Mulheam 
informed us that “The Labour Party 
we once knew [and loved?] no longer 
exists.” But there should be “no more 
analysis, no more mourning”. What 
we had to do was strive for a Labour¬ 
ite replacement - “an organisation that 
can translate socialism into the lan¬ 
guage of housing, the language of 
social services ...” 

Comrade Sell reminded us that there 
had been “a number of false starts” in 
this endeavour, Arthur Scargjll’s So¬ 
cialist Labour Party for one. But we 
should not be disheartened, After all, 
“Look at the foundation of the Labour 
Party”, which took several years to 
really get off the ground. It was, of 
course, telling that it did not even 
occur to her to refer to the C ommunist 


Party of Great Britain, founded in 
1920. 

But the CNWP’s aim “should not 
just be the realignment of the left”; 
rather “a mass party with 100,000 
members” - although she did modest¬ 
ly concede that she would be pre¬ 
pared to see it set up with less. For 
comrade Sell - along with the rest of 
the left almost in its entirety - a party 
like the original CPGB based on Marx¬ 
ism is in total contradiction to a 
“mass party”, which, as everybody 
knows, can only be another Labour¬ 
ite halfway house. 

Comrade Sell told the conference 
not to try to “decide policy today’ - 
although, of course, “some things are 
clear”: the new formation would be 
against privatisation and cuts and 
stand up for working people. It would 
also insist that its “public represent¬ 
atives should take the average wage 
of the people they represent”. They 
certainly should (although her formu¬ 
lation was sloppily expressed). 

But I did wonder why it was per¬ 
missible to determine this one aspect 
of party policy today. After all, there 
are those on the left who now believe 
that the policy of a worker’s wage 
should not be imposed on our repre¬ 
sentatives right now - I mean the 
Socialist Workers Party/Respect, of 
course - so how could comrade Sell 
know at this stage that those elusive 
“ordinary workers” would go for it? 
Comrade Sell was also sure that they 
would be for “a federal approach” - 
which was “how the Labour Party 
was organised for over a decade”, she 
said. 

Mark Serwotka was at pains to keep 
his options open: he certainly agrees 
with the idea of campaigning fora new 
leftwing Labourite party, but, for the 
moment, “Nobody has got it abso¬ 
lutely right” As far as I know, comrade 
Serwotka is still a member of Respect 
and also a keen supporter of the Scot¬ 
tish Socialist Party, whose rise has 
been “nothing short of remarkable.” 
The good showing in elections of Re¬ 
spect candidates and the election of 
SP comrades like Nellist showed that 
“Working people, when given a 
chance, will support an alternative.” 
But comrade Serwotka is clearly hop¬ 
ing for the birth of a single left reform¬ 


ist formation with the CNWP and Re¬ 
spect coming together. 

After Roger Bannister presented the 
SP’s motion, comrade McLaren moved 
an organisational resolution on behalf 
of the S A It was clear from his speech 
why the SP was quick to nominate him 
as an officer, since his position is so 
similar to theirs on a number of issues. 
Comrade McClaren insisted that the 
way to build the new party was “from 
the bottom up”. What was needed was 
for regional and local bodies to “do 
the groundwork”. When they were 
good and ready, “we can agree to the 
next steps”. 

Comrade McClaren also favours the 
SP’s one-sided federalism, as it is es¬ 
sential not to “let any one group dom¬ 
inate”. He did not seem to notice the 
political affiliation of the rest of the 
officers,all but one of whom were nom¬ 
inated by the Socialist Party. Five out 
of the eight elected (comrades Bannis¬ 
ter Nellist, Sell, Fiona Pashazadeh and 
Glenn Kelly) are SP members, and in 
addition thereare two close allies (com¬ 
rade McClaren himse If and P CSU vice- 
president Kevin Kelly). The only 
comrade with a different, opposing 
view is Jeremy Dewarof Workers Pow¬ 
er (the CPGB declined to nominate 
anyone and all officers were elected 
unopposed). 

Comrade Dewar himself, in propos¬ 
ing the WP motion, said that the new 
party should be “nothing like old La¬ 
bour”. It should be “as ruthless in our 
interests as capitalist politicians are on 
behalf of their class”. The problem 
with basing any new party on a living 
wage, decent health service, etc is that 
we would be told it is the market that 
decides. That is why we must “start 
from the basis of a new system”. 

Workers Power is, however, in 
agreement with the SP when it comes 
to the key question of the Labour Par¬ 
ty. Both have switched from their pre¬ 
vious auto-Labour ism to their current 
position that the party is now dead as 
a site for working class struggle: “Un¬ 
less we get the unions to break with 
Labour and found a new party, then 
thousands of workers will not see us 
as an alternative,’’said comrade Dewar. 

Lee Rock moved the CPGB’s con¬ 
cise and straightforward motion, which 
(in contrast to WP’s long, semi-pro¬ 


grammatic text) read: “Our campaign 
for a new mass workers’ party must be 
shaped by the type of politics such a 
formation needs if it is to be a genu¬ 
ine workers’party. Thus, we will cam¬ 
paign for a workers’ party based on 
the theory and practice of revolution¬ 
ary Marxism.” 

Comrade Rock affirmed that we 
“don’t need a version of old Labour 
that would still need to work within the 
system”. While it was correct not to 
decide on the detail of policy today, 
we did need to insist on the type of 
party that was necessary. He slammed 
the argument that we should try for a 
halfway house, as, according to the 
SP, SWP, etc, “we don’t want to scare 
people off with revolutionary poli¬ 
tics”. But there is no short cut to what 
is necessary - we cannot dishonestly 
conceal our politics in order to sneak 
them in later. If we drop what we be- 
lievein, “thewinners willbe the righf’. 

Steve Freeman moved the Revolu¬ 
tionary Democratic Group’s motion in 
favour of recognising platforms in the 
CNWP. This should have been com¬ 
pletely uncontroversial, but the SP 
decided to oppose it (see below). He 
was followed by John Pearson of the 
Democratic Socialist Alliance, who, 
like comrade Freeman, wanted us to 
“emulate the inspiring example of the 
SSP”. One of the lessons of the SSP, 
he said, was the need to “supersede 
the existing socialist organisations” - 
he claimed that almost all the groups 
working within the SSP had “no sep¬ 
arate existence” outside it. 

For both comrades the SSP’s disas¬ 
trous nationalist reformism is just a 
minor defect, it seems. But at least 
comrade Pearson wants to see a work- 
ers’ party based on “unitary democ¬ 
racy, not federalism”. 

After all the motions had been 
moved, we were treated to a succes¬ 
sion of Socialist Party speakers, inter¬ 
spersed with a handful of others. For 
the most part the SPers studiously ig¬ 
nored the main question - the kind of 
party we should aim for - and related 
anecdotes to reinforce the idea that 
Labour could not be ‘reclaimed’, that 
workers need a new party and that 
Blair and capitalism are bad. 

One exception was Sean Figg, who 
helpfully acted out comrade Rock’s 


parody of the SP argument that work¬ 
ers cannot be won to “revolution 
now”. Another was Hugo Pierre, 
whosejob was to show how the SP’s 
new party would be much better than 
Respect, where George Galloway “ve¬ 
toes the radical elements of Respect’s 
programme” (whereas in the CNWP 
it will be a different, but also largely 
phantom, right wing that will do the 
vetoing). 

The only other CPGB speaker per¬ 
mitted, Anne Me Shane, pointed out 
that every ‘unity project’ is character¬ 
ised by its partisans “arguing for less 
than their own programme”. Why is 
it that “Marxism is not relevant for the 
here and now?” she asked. “We aren’t 
saying to the working class, you must 
agree with us,” said comrade Me 
Shane. “But we are saying to you, 
fight for what you say you believe in.” 

Fraternal 

Next to speak was Alan Thomett, in¬ 
troduced as the “Respect fraternal 
speaker”. Respect had “not found it 
possible to sign the declaration” of 
the CNWP at this time, he said. Fur¬ 
ther, for Respect to join the CNWP 
“would not reflect the relationship 
between Respect and this initiative”. 
Rather, said comrade Thomett, “the 
biggest problem with Respect is that 
too many sections of the organised 
left are not in it”. What should come 
out of discussions between the two 
sides is “a different, expanded Re¬ 
spect”. It has to be said that a repeat 
of the Socialist Alliance, with the rest 
ofthe left onboard, is not exactly what 
the Socialist Workers Party has in 
mind. 

Respect, said comrade Thornett, 
was interested in “developing the dis¬ 
cussion on how to solve the crisis of 
working class representation”. In fact, 
whereas that is true for comrade Thor- 
nett’s International Socialist Group, 
again it does not actually apply to the 
SWP and therefore Respect as a 
whole. 

“What should the character of a 
new party be?” asked comrade Thor¬ 
nett. Well, on the one side, he said 
dismissively, we have the argument 
we hadjust heard from comrade Me 
Shane: it should be a “revolutionary 
party with a full revolutionary pro¬ 
gramme”. The obvious problem with 
that, said comrade Thomett, was that 
any new formation would be “re¬ 
duced to the revolutionaries”. 

Not quite, comrade. Firstly, the uni¬ 
ty of the existing revolutionary left on 
a principled programme would be an 
excellent thing in itself. But, more im¬ 
portantly, such a formation would 
amount to much more than the sum of 
its parts. It would send out a clear 
message: at last the disparate group¬ 
ings have discarded their sectarianism 
and are providing a genuine alterna¬ 
tive point of attraction. There is no 
reason on earth why a party founded 
on such a firm basis - as opposed to 
the feeble halfway houses proposed 
by the ISG, SP, SWP et al - would not 
attract towards it people disgusted 
with New Labour and looking for real 
answers. 

But comrade Thomett would have 
none of it. The task posed by today’s 
conditions, he asserted, was “how to 
build large, pluralist parties in which 
revolutionaries can advance their 
politics and perhaps become a major¬ 
ity”. 

Respect, said comrade Thornett, 
sees itself as part of this process, not 
the final answer. However, he be¬ 
lieved it was the “best opportunity 
that has come along” to establish a 
formation that would “embrace both 
reformist and revolutionary politics”. 









weekly. ^ 3 ? 

worker 617 March 23 2006 


5 


Labour Party 


And comrade Thomett declared him¬ 
self to be “part of a minority that ar¬ 
gues Respect should be seen much 
more as a party”, adding, rather cryp¬ 
tically, “Only parties can rise to ques¬ 
tions of accountability.” 

He did, however, have an effective 
answer to the SP’s federalism: if eve¬ 
ry component stood in elections un¬ 
der its own programme, “What’s the 
point?” He is correct - to a degree. We 
must aim to advance beyond the SP’s 
federalism, but unity for its own sake 
will take us nowhere. Neither will uni¬ 
ty on the basis of old Labourism. 
What is needed is the left to unite 
around a common revolutionary pro¬ 
gramme, including in elections. 

The Socialist Party’s Lois Austin 
was another whose job it was to coun¬ 
ter such arguments. She said that 
people “aren’t going to join a party for 
the revolutionary overthrow of capi¬ 
talism in order to seize power”. She 
made it seem like a mad idea to hold 
even for ‘revolutionaries’ like herself. 
“What we want to do is enter the de¬ 
bate,” she said “It’s not about hiding 
programmes - it’s about ensuring we 
get the ear of the working class.” In 
the SP’s case, of course, there is no 
need to hide its programme, since it 
does not favour “the revolutionary 
overthrow of capitalism” in the first 
place. 

Judy Beishon helpfully concluded 
the debate by giving us the Socialist 
Party’s guide on howto vote. Obvi¬ 
ously she was recommending sup¬ 
port for the SP’s own motion for a 
halfway house: like comrade Thomett 
she thinks that only such a formation 
could become mass - “starting with 
the thousands, going on to the tens 
of thousands”. 

Rather disingenuously, she said 
that the extent of the party’s pro¬ 
gramme “must be up to the thousands 
of young people” who would flock in 
to decide - “which is why the Social¬ 
ist Party must oppose motions three 
and four” (those of Workers Power 
and the CPGB). It is, however, quite 
all right for the SP to pre-empt the 
decision of those phantom thousands 
by decreeing in the here and now a la 
Lois Austin that the new party must 
not be revolutionary. Comrade Beis¬ 
hon preferred to phrase it this way: 
the SP is “not reformist”, but it “would 
be prepared to make compromises”. 

For reasons I could not fathom, 
Beishon advised comrades to vote 
against the Revolutionary Democrat¬ 
ic Group’s motion in favour of plat¬ 
forms within the campaign. That was 
“runningaheadtoo far-plat for ms may 
or may not be part of it”. In any case, 
she claimed somewhat bizarrely, the 
campaign had “much greater freedom 
at present than it would with plat¬ 
forms”. 

In fact, the CNWP already has dis¬ 
tinct platforms, whether or not they 
are “re cognised’, as theRDG’s motion 
wanted The largest is the SP itself, of 
course, and there are also those 
around Workers Power andtheCPGB. 
The SP has already declared itself in 
favour of a federal party (but not a 
federal campaign?), so what would a 
federal party without platforms look 
like? 

Comrade Beishon specifically con¬ 
trasted the SP’s new, federal, mass 
workers’ party with Respect, which is 
based on ‘one person, one vote’ and 
therefore permits the SWP to decide 
everything. Within minutes of her 
saying this, comrade Nellist was call¬ 
ing for the motions to be decided ... 
on the basis of - yes, you guessed it - 
‘one person, one vote’. And you do 
not have to guess that this allowed the 
SP to decide everything. 



Alan Thornett same old crap 


In the Socialist Alliance the SP pro¬ 
posed that decisions should be tak¬ 
en, certainly when it came to 
committees, on the basis of a bureau¬ 
cratic nightmare - each SA compo¬ 
nent would be restricted to a set 
number of seats/positions, irrespec¬ 
tive of their size. That would stop Hie 
majority being able to act as a maj ori- 

ty- 

Yet on Sunday, when the ‘Reading 
CNWP group’ put forward a motion 
asserting that “no single group or or¬ 
ganisation must he allowed to domi¬ 
nate” any new formation and 
“mechanisms” must be put in place 
that would ensure “a wide range of 
opinions are represented on all poli¬ 
cy-making bodies”, the SP voted it 
down. While the SP was opposed to 
what comrade Beishon called “struc¬ 
tural domination”, hopefully, she said, 
with the expected “mass of new re¬ 
cruits”, there would be “no need” for 
the Reading comrades’ “mecha¬ 
nisms”. 

Funny that - the SWP claimed we 
were about to be inundated with re¬ 
cruits into the SA too, but the SP did 
not wear that one. It just wanted mi¬ 
norities to be able to veto majority 
decisions as tilings stood. I cannot 
think why this ought not to apply 
within its new, ‘federal’, ‘mass party’, 
and - as we should always begin as 
we mean to continue - in the CNWP 
too. 

Stage-managed 

Not only were the voting results at this 
conference a foregone conclusion 
because of the SP’s overwhelming 
majority: the whole affair was stage- 
managed and carefully choreo¬ 
graphed, so that, firstly, every aspect 
of Hie SP position could be highlight¬ 
ed and, secondly, Hie main differenc¬ 
es could be lost amongst all the 
statements from SP speakers about the 
evils of New Labour and howthecam- 
paign is taking off in this or that part 
of the country. Sure, the SP made a 
token show of allowing minority voic¬ 
es to be heard, but, as comrade Nel¬ 
list admitted in concluding the debate, 
of the 19 speakers from the floor, 12 
had been SP members. Apart from the 
movers, the CPGB and Workers Pow¬ 
er had been allowed one three-minute 
intervention each. 

So, yes, the SP had well and truly 
imposed its own “structural domina¬ 
tion” on the conference. In fact the 
CPGB does not object to Hie largest 
component being aUowed to decide 
things - after all, majorities, as well as 
minorities, have rights. Whatwe object 
to is the deliberate avoidance of key 
queshons - in this case, the nature of 
the party we ought to campaign for. 

After comrade Nellist had read out 
the figures for the number of speak¬ 
ers, Richard Brenner of WorkersPow- 
er raised a point of order - why had 
WP not been allowed to reply to the 
debate? In a gesture that was intend - 


edto display the SP’s ‘commitment to 
democracy’ and his own magnanimi¬ 
ty, comrade Nellist nonchalantly 
agreed to a final WP speech 

Comrade Brenner put his three min¬ 
utes to good effect in attempting to 
expose the SP’s false dichotomy: ‘ Ei¬ 
ther reach out to the masses or adopt 
revoluhonary poKtics’: “Why can’t 
we do both?” he asked And as for the 
idea that revolutionary ideas can be 
put forward at ‘a later stage’, “What 
stage?” asked comrade Brenner. 
When will such ideas not be in ad¬ 
vance of the masses, he could have 
added, apart from in a revolutionary 
situation? And does that mean a gen¬ 
uinely socialist, mass revolutionary 
party is impossible in non-revoluhon- 
ary times? 

Comrade Brenner added that there 
were “two different starting points on 
what a new party should be for”: 
should it “make a break with reform- 
ism” or just “replace one form or re¬ 
formism with another”? He concluded 
by saying: “Let the starting point be 
how to get rid of capitalism, not how 
we can trick the working class.” 

It was a good speech, but the WP 
motion was not without its faults. As 
well as sharply stating that any new 
party should “combine immediate 
demands with our final goal, linking 
today’s struggles to a fight for pow¬ 
er”, it stated that in the unions we 
should be “agitating for disaffHiation 
from Labour”. On this we strongly 
disagree. Rank and file workers 
should campaign for their union lead¬ 
ers to place demands on New Labour, 
to threaten to withhold funds if they 
are not met and at the same Hme cam¬ 
paign for and support working class 
alternatives. If unions are expelled 
when their leaders are forced to carry 
out such a policy, at least political 
consciousness will have been height¬ 
ened, not lowered 

We also disagree with the WP call, 
contained in its motion, for the CNWP 
to be committed to “solidarity with the 
resistance” in Afghanistan and Iraq. 
Which “resistance”? That of the re¬ 
actionary islamists and sectarian ter¬ 
rorists who happen to oppose the 
occupation or that of secular, demo¬ 
cratic and working class forces? 

Then there is WP’s call for the 
CNWP to campaign now for a “new 
international” - consishng of what? 

We voted for the WP’s motion, 
since it drew a clear line against the 
SP’s reformist approach. But we did 
so only after a CPGB caucus, when 
leading comrades argued we should 
oppose it for the reasons stated 
above. A majority voted for Hie view 
that it would he more useful tactically 
to highlight the reformist-revolution- 
ary divide than our disagreements 
with WP (see box page 6). At Hie end 
of the day the WP moHon was defeat¬ 
ed by 77 to 213 - the only vote that 
was counted. 

Not socialist 

In fact it could be said that we had no 
more disagreement with the SP’s mo¬ 
tion than with those of WP - it did not 
explicitly call for disaffiliaHan, for ex¬ 
ample. But the whole SP approach 
stunk of old Labour reformism and its 
motion consciously limited what it 
called the “fight for a socialist pro¬ 
gramme” to “a living minimum wage, 
fuU trade union rights and for fully 
funded, democratically controlled 
public services”. The word “includ¬ 
ing’was inserted be fore that short list, 
but the message is clear - the CNWP 
will campaign only on economistic, 
trade union-type immediate demands 
and not at all for a “socialist pro¬ 
gramme” • 
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WHICH ROAD? 


FROM OCTOBER 
TO AUGUST 


■ Which road? 

The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to serve those in the 
workeis’ movement who had no interest in revolution, those who preferred 
compromise with capitalism rather than its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the reformist programme of Peter Taaffe’s group and 
lays the groundwork necessary for drafting a revoluhonary programme. 

£6.95/ *11 

■ From October to August 

Articles by Jade Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the USSR from Stalin’s 
monocratic dictatorship to the twists and turns of Gorbachev's perestroika and 
Yeltsin’s counter-coup. Throughout the stress is on the necessity of democracy. 

£6.95/ *11 

■ In the enemy camp 

Examines the theory andprachce of communist electoral work. Particular at¬ 
tention is paid to the Bolsheviks’ anti-boycothsm and their strategy for revo¬ 
lution Vital for principled activists. 

£4,95/-7.50 

■ Problems of commimist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and centralism? Jack Conrad 
explores this thorny issue and shows that unity in action is only sustainable 
when minorities have the right to organise and become the majority. 

£4,95/-7.50 

■A plan for miners 

The Communist Party’s ‘anh-submission’ to the Tory government's 1992 coal 
review. Tire case is made for working class self-acHvity and socialism. Arthur 
Scargill famously disowned it. 

£1.00/ *1.50 

■ Remaking Europe 

Jack Conrad argues that the working class can and must establish a fully artic¬ 
ulated programme with a view to winning our own, social, Europe. A Europe 
stamped by the working class, which is ready for its dominahon and rapid 
emancipatory extension. 


£5.00/-7.50 
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FRINGE 


A programme for which class? 

The fringe meeting organised by the CPGB that followed the Campaign for a New Workers’ Party conference 
gave our comrades and others the opportunity to discuss its politics. Mary Godwin reports 


V ery little genuine political de¬ 
bate bad taken place at the con¬ 
ference itself, which had the 
characterofa Socialist Party inEngland 
and Wales rally, at which a succession 
of SPEW members gave platitudinous 
three-minute speeches telling us how 
bad New Labour and the bosses are. 
The aim of our Singe meeting was to 
give the CPGB’s view, which we were 
prevented from doing effectively in the 
conference itself, and also to hear oth¬ 
er comrades’ opinions. 

Opening the meeting, comrade 
Mark Fischer said when a significant 
organisation like the Socialist Party 
takes the step of launching such a 
campaign, Marxist groups such as the 
CPGB have to take it seriously. There 
is a political fluidity and an obvious 
vacuum on the left, but very little clear 
idea of what sort of left alternative to 
New Labour is needed or how to get 
it. There have been a series of at¬ 
tempts from the Socialist Labour Par¬ 
ty, through the Socialist Alliance, to, 
most recently, Respect, and all have 
failed or look doomed The CNWP is 
the latest project, but there are obvi¬ 
ous dangers in the course the Social¬ 
ist Party is taking. Holding up newly 
politicised people as the key to unlock 
the alternative is philistine and will 
actually lead to bureaucratism, added 
comrade Fischer. 

John Bridge was the CPGB’s main 
speaker. He said the very name, Cam¬ 
paign for a New Workers’ Party, im¬ 
plies that there had been an old 
workers’ party. For the Socialist Party 
there was. It was called the Labour 
Party and now the SP wants to create 
a Labour Party mark two. Its leader, 
Peter Taaffe, believes that somehow 
old Labour represented the interests 
of the working class, but this is a mis¬ 
take. Engels and Lenin were correct to 
call the Labour Party a bourgeois 
workers’ party. Although the Labour 
Party members and voters were work¬ 
ing class, the political character of a 
party is determined principally by its 
policies, not by who is in it 
Right from the start Labour’s poli¬ 
cies were bourgeois. Even the famous 
clause four was actually written by 
Sydney Webb as an alternative to Bol¬ 
shevism. He wanted state capitalism 
and workers to have fair pay, but was 
for the continuation of the system of 
wage -labour. In World War I the La¬ 
bour Party encouraged young work¬ 
ers to die for British imperialism, and 
in the 1926 general strike, while rank 
and file members of the Labour Party 
we re strikers, their leaders strove tore- 


store normality and end the madness. 

Comrade Bridge disputed the no¬ 
tion that New Labour represents a 
complete break. True, the Labour Par¬ 
ty is even worse under Blair than be¬ 
fore. But the attacks on the working 
class, and the corruption, are not new 
phenomena. 

The first and crucial difference be¬ 
tween the CPGB and the Socialist Par¬ 
ty is that, whereas the SP wants a 
Labour Party mark two, we want a 
Communist Party. Probably at least 
95% of the people at the CNMP con¬ 
ference would describe themselves as 
Marxist, and it is obvious to us that 
Marxists should campaign for a Marx¬ 
ist party. Yet the Socialist Party voted 
against this. 

Comrade Bridge emphasised that in 
arguing for a Marxist programme we 
are not laying down ultimatums or 
threatening to walk out of the cam¬ 
paign. We simply demand the right to 
speak, andif it is denied we will speak 
out anyway, as we did in the Socialist 
Labour Party, Socialist Alliance and 
Respect. We do so in order to tell the 
truth to the working class. 

Some Socialist Party members may 
imagine that revolution and reformism 
are two roads to the same destination, 
but actually they lead to two separate 
destinations, as is proved by the fate 
of the Socialist Workers Party in Re¬ 
spect. Abandoning principles in an at¬ 
tempt to attract the masses leads to 
such absurdities as supposed Marx¬ 
ists voting agpinst secularism. In Re¬ 
spect the largely phantom right wing 
which sets the parameters consists of 
George Galloway and the Muslim As¬ 
sociation of Britain, etc: in the Labour 
Party mark two it will be the trade un¬ 
ion bureaucrats, real or imagined. 

Fifteen comrades spoke in the de¬ 
bate, which lasted for an hour and a 
half. Many welcomed the Socialist 
Party’s initiative in setting up the 
CNWP. Comrade Andrew Coates 
agreed with the CPGB about the im¬ 
portance of secularism, and claimed 
that unlike Respect the Socialist Par¬ 
ty does at least exhibit “some degree 
of socialism”. It is trying to create a 
new mass party andmaybe it will suc¬ 
ceed - it should be given a chance, he 
said. SP members are engaged in the 
real class struggle, which is good. 
There is no alternative. 

Other comrades said it is a step for¬ 
ward that the Socialist Party insists 
workers’ representatives should only 
take the same pay as the wages of 
those they represent, and pointed out 
that Dave Nellist announced our 


fringe meeting from the platform dur¬ 
ing the afternoon - something the 
SWP would never have done. Com¬ 
rade Dave Church welcomed the con¬ 
ference, saying, “I don’t know how it 
will turn out, but it is worth a shout.” 
But, as he said, nothing happened 
during the conference that was unpre¬ 
dictable. 

Most speakers criticised the Social¬ 
ist Party for voting down the CPGB 
motion for the new party to have a 
Marxist programme. Comrade Nick 
Rogers said the Socialist Party has an 
entirely trade union-centred ap¬ 
proach, with purely economistic de¬ 
mands, and does not address key 
political issues. 

Comrade Anne Me Shane said the 
Socialist Party recognises that as 
Marxists they are in a minority in the 
movement they seek to work within 
But they should seek to link their 
avowed Marxism to the real move¬ 
ment, not hide it Comrade Peter Man- 
son agreed - what is wrong with being 
open about your real views? Comrade 
Michelle Euston said she was disa- 
pointed to see Marxism put on the 
back burner because of the belief that 
you cannot go to the masses with a 
revolutionary programme. Having 
seen the same process carried out in 
Respect, she warned the Socialist 
Party that it leads to dumbing down 
your politics and becoming reformist 
Comrade Phil Kent agreed: to say, ‘We 
have to adopt the position of people 
who are not here yet or they will nev¬ 
er join us’ is the road to defeat. 

Comrade Terry Liddle explained 
why he voted for the CPGB motion. It 
is a strange Marxist organisation, he 
said, that votes against a Marxist par¬ 
ty. It is true that the working class may 
not understand Marxism at the mo¬ 
ment. But the solution is not to water 
down your policy until you end up 
with reformism. Until the average per¬ 
son understands Marxism, the means 
of their self-liberation, the working 
class will never end its enslavement 
He reminded comrades that Marx said 
communists do not hide their views, 
and warned the Socialist Party that if 
they did, they would end upas another 
group of reformists and do-gooders. 

When you get a bunch of Marxists 
together, comrade Rogers said, it is a 
problem if they decide to put aside their 
Marxism in speaking to the masses, 
without actually analysing what it is 
that for a hundred years has stopped 
them from being able to speak to the 
masses and be heard. Marxist groups 
have not addressed the sectarianism 
and lack of democracy in their own 
ranks, and have not discussed their dif¬ 
ferences openly. As they have not 
dealt with the factors which have held 
them back, they will not be able to start 
addressing the masses as revolution¬ 
aries when the time is right. 

As comrade Manson put it, the 
Socialist Party, like the SWP, does not 
think the working class is ready for 
socialism, so they keep it to them¬ 
selves. Workers Power is correct to 
call this dishonesty, he said. Unfortu¬ 
nately no member of Workers Power 
came to the meeting. 

Comrade Thomas House spoke at 
length in support of the Socialist Par¬ 
ty position. First, in reply to criticisms 
made during the conference by both 
CPGB and Workers Power members, 
as well as by comrade Bridge during 
his opening, He said that if speakers 
had been allowed longer than three 
minutes fewer comrades would have 
had the chance to speak, and added 


that as the structures of the new or¬ 
ganisation develop there willbe an op¬ 
portunity to vote for a different format 
of conferences. He added that com¬ 
rades who criticise the Socialist Party 
for hiding their Marxist principles are 
either mendacious or misunderstood 
what is being said. 

The Socialist Party has stalls in 
many places selling introductions to 
Marxism, and is growing on this ba¬ 
sis and recruiting people to the ideas 
ofMarxism. But in the Campaign fora 
New Workers Party, genuine working 
class forces that are not Marxist are 
welcome, and the Socialist Party does 
not wish to exclude them by setting 
programmatic preconditions. He said 
his organisation is not winding itself 
down in favour of the CNWP. As for 
debate within the Socialist Party, there 
is a healthy discussion. But disagree¬ 
ments are kept internal. 

In his second contribution to the 
debate he said the Socialist Party is 
opposed to the setting up of formal 
platforms within the CNWP, as that 
would be “too restrictive” - the SP 
wants the maximum openness. The 
aim is for affiliates to be able to join, 
whether they are Marxist or not: he 
gave the example of non-Marxist anti¬ 
war groups. He claimed that the So¬ 
cialist Party is not voting down its 
programme: it is launching a “united 
front” around a specific set of de¬ 
mands. If it were possible to build the 
Socialist Party itself as a Marxist par¬ 
ty to the degree required, they would 
not need to bother with such a united 
front. He added that the Socialist Par¬ 
ty would never countenance a popu¬ 
lar front such as with the Labour Party. 

Comrade Church accepted that the 
tactic of first involving people in 
struggle and then explaining Marxism 
to them can give good results, and he 
warned the CPGB and others against 
being too quick to condemn people 
for abandoning their principles in an 
attempt to get votes. If you say to 
people, ‘If you do not agree us, we do 
not want you’, then they will not want 
you either. But he agreed there are cer¬ 
tain principles he would not give up - 
“lines in the sand that I won’t cross”, 
as he put it. 

Replying to comrade House, com¬ 
rade Stan Keable said the CPGB does 
not want to denigrate the CNWP or 
pick holes: we want to take a full part. 
But our overriding gpal is a Commu¬ 
nist Party in Britain and in Europe. 

Steve Freeman described Labour¬ 
ism and Trotskyism as two forms of 
economism in theworking class move¬ 
ment. Trotskyists quickly turn into 
Labourites when they interact with 
people. The way to challenge them is 
not by talking about Marxism, as the 
CPGB had done - the Socialist Party, 
like the SWP, believes itself to be the 
Marxist party, meaning they see no 
need for another one. Instead we 
should be arguing for republicanism 
and putting forward republican slo¬ 
gans and ideas, he said. 

Having had the experience of the 
SWP claiming at the start of the Re¬ 
spect proj ect that it would remain a rev¬ 
olutionary group operating within a 
‘broad’ formation, comrade Euston was 
dubious of comrade House’s state¬ 
ment that the Socialist Party would dif¬ 
ferentiate its own politics from the 
reformism it wanted to foist on the 
CNWP. She said cadre cannot suc¬ 
cessfully wear two hats for long. 
Would, for example, The Socialist crit¬ 
icise the CNWP for its reformism? Ob¬ 
viously not - quite the contrary. 


Comrade LeeRockalso talked of his 
experience in Respect, and found that 
if SWP comrades consistently argue 
for a line deemed to be more suitable 
for Respect than the revolutionary 
politics they claim to stand for, in the 
end they start to believe what they 
have been putting forward. The same 
will happen to the Socialist Party. He 
added that a small reformist party that 
cannot get elected is meaningless, 
except as a vehicle to recruit to the SP. 
Trade union leaders will have no in¬ 
centive to join such a small party - 
their job is to deal with capitalism 
where they can have influence, such 
as with governments. 

Comrade Lawrence Parker pointed 
out that Socialist Party comrades 
speaking at the conference gave sev¬ 
eral examples of Labourite corruption, 
attempting to demonstrate that they 
have the solutions to deal with that. 
But they cannot deal with the mana¬ 
gerial,manipulative politics Tony Blair 
practises, because their own organi¬ 
sation is manipulative and manageri¬ 
al in its own way, as had been 
demonstrated by the way it stage- 
managed the conference. 

Replying to the debate, comrade 
Bridge emphasised that, although we 
have seen it all before, we are not Jer¬ 
emiahs: we remain optimistic. Refer¬ 
ring to the idea expressed several 
times during the conference that a 
party should be built from the bottom 
up, he said it should be constructed 
from the top down in terms of theory. 
He reiterated that a party is a part of a 
class, and represents the interests of 
a class. A party with a Marxist pro¬ 
gramme represents the interests and 
ideology of the working class, where¬ 
as a party with any other programme 
can only represent the interests of 
another class. 

As for the notion that the SP’s new 
party, and the CNWP that fights for 
it, would be a “united front”, comrade 
Bridge pointed out united fronts are 
alliances around specific issues, not 
organisations that stand in elections 
offering a programme for government 
He repeated that the party arising from 
the CNWP, if the SP had its way, 
would be standing on a platform that 
ultimately defended capitalism. 

The SP was not interested in debat¬ 
ing and uniting with the left on the 
basis ofMarxism, saidcomrade Bridge. 
It wants to do deals with sections of 
the labour bureaucracy instead. Will 
the unions join the new project? Al¬ 
most certainly not. But if they did, on 
the basis of the programme proposed 
by the Socialist Party, the result would 
be Labourism and reformism, leading 
inexorably to a new form of New La¬ 
bour at the end of the day. Comrade 
Bridge said our first job as Marxists is 
to tell the truth • 

Mary Godwin 


Communist 
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Caucus 


C PGB comrades present at the 
conference met during the 
lunch break to discuss how to vote 
on the nine motions. There was no 
disagreement on eight of them, but 
after a short debate comrades vot¬ 
ed to support the Workers Power 
motion. 

Comrade John Bridge proposed 
not supporting the motion, be¬ 
cause point nine advocated en¬ 
couraging trade unions to 
disaffiliate from the Labour Party. 
The CPGB policy is that unions 
should remain affiliated to Labour 
- to do otherwise would be to in¬ 
vite depoliticisation. 

Arguing that we should vote for 
the WP motion, comrade Lee 


Rock, supported by comrade 
Anne Me Shane, agreed that we 
have this disagreement with 
Workers Power, but said never¬ 
theless it was correct to critically 
support their motion. There were 
two broad blocs at the conference 
- the revolutionaries - principally 
ourselves and Workers Power - 
and the reformist majority around 
the Socialist Party. For the revo¬ 
lutionaries to divide their forces at 
this early stage would be a tacti¬ 
cal mistake. 

All CPGB comrades at the con¬ 
ference, including those who did 
not agree with comrade Rock’s 
analysis, voted for the Workers 
Power motion in the afternoon • 
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DEBATE 


Democracy for the millions, 
not the millionaires 


The CNWP must aim for an SSP-type party, writes Dave Craig of 
the Revolutionaiy Democratic Group 


T he conference to set up the 
Campaign for a New Workers’ 
Party was a significant event. 
Not because a lot happened - it did 
not And what did happen was predict¬ 
able. It was more like a rally than a con- 
ference and was dominated by 
Socialist Party speakers. 

Despite all this it was an important 
gathering of the non-Respect left. It 
represents the beginning of a new 
realignment and the first real challenge 
to Respect. We saw the initial skirmish 
when Alan Thomett addressed the 
400 socialists and trade unionists 
present and urged us to join Respect. 
The audience were polite but un¬ 
moved. 

The perspective of uniting the non- 
Respect left was originally outlined 
by the provisional Socialist Alliance 
in our first leaflet in 2005. We believed 
the new SA should take this up as our 
firsttaskand ina limited way we made 
some progress. The baton is now in 
the hands of the Socialist Party. 

It has been impossible to have a real 
dialogue with the Respect leadership, 
whether you are inside or out. That 
was obvious in the way the propos¬ 
als from the Socialist Alliance Democ¬ 
racy Platform were rejected at the 
Respect founding conference. It was 
confirmed in the subsequent treat¬ 
ment meted out to the CPGB and com¬ 
rade Thomett’s International Socialist 
Group inside Respect. 

What is clear, though, is that a new 
workers’ party must involve the forc¬ 
es organised around Respect. But sit¬ 
ting in a wheelbarrow is not the best 
way to steer it You are likely to end 
up wherever George Galloway is tak¬ 
ing you - including, of course, the Big 
brother house. Bringing the non-Re¬ 
spect left together opens ip new pos¬ 
sibilities for a different kind of 
engagement. It was therefore a wel¬ 
come move by the conference organ¬ 
isers to invite Respect to join the 
CNWP. 

If we examine the committee elect¬ 
ed at the end of the conference we get 
an insight into the politics represent¬ 
ed in this project. There were five com¬ 
mittee members from the Socialist 
Party, one from the Socialist Alliance, 
one from Workers Power, plus a com¬ 
rade whose affiliation is unknown to 
me. Since the party question is cen¬ 
tral to the whole campaign, we have 
three identifiable positions represent¬ 
ed here - a Labourite party, a republi¬ 
can socialist party, and a Marxist- 
Trotskyist party. 

A united front of the Socialist Par¬ 
ty, Socialist Alliance and Workers 
Power is the best outcome we could 
hope for at the current stage. It should 
be remembered, however, that the SA 
has a number of affiliates, including 
the Alliance for Green Socialism, 
CPGB, Revolutionary Democratic 
Group, International Socialist League, 
Walsall Democratic Labour Party and 
the Swindon Socialists. In addition 
both the Socialist Unity Network and 
the United Socialist Party have agreed 
to send delegates to the SA’s Council 
of Socialist Organisations. If we can 
bring all this together, we surely have 
the seeds of a new SP-led pro-party 
socialist alliance. Our task is to make 
sure we do not go back to the pre-2001 
S A mark one. 

The question of working class rep¬ 
resentation was the theme of the recent 
conference organised by the RMT 
union. Its general secretary, Bob Crow, 
argued from the platform then that this 
problem should not he seen narrowly 


as the party question. In the 19th cen¬ 
tury working class representation was 
primarily about parliamentary reform 
rather than party. The 1832 Reform Act 
excluded the working class and the 
Chartists fought to change that Today 
the working class is excluded from par¬ 
liament in the same measure that par¬ 
liament is excluded from power. We 
need a new mass Chartist movement 
to change that. 

But unfortunately most of the left 
in England is an economists, one- 
trick pony. The only trick it really 
knows is Labourism. The left does not 
have the time for the high politics 
about who runs the country and how 
they do it The assumption is that the 
British constitution is as near perfect 
as can be imagined until socialism ar¬ 
rives. Then it will be completely dif¬ 
ferent anyway. This is therefore not 
something that should concern the 
working class. Working class politics 
is seen through the narrow prism of 
trade union politics! 

At the 2005 election, 39%of theelec- 
torate did not go to the ballot box. 
Labour won only 22% of the eligible 
votes. Yet the first-past-the-post vot¬ 
ing system gave the Labour govern¬ 
ment a parliamentary majority of 67 
seats. Blair uses this majority against 
the millions to privatise services and 
to attack workers’ rights and civil lib¬ 
erties. Parliament is unrepresentative. 
No wonder people are alienated from 
politics. 

It is clear to millions that far too 
much power is concentrated in the 
hands of the prime minister and a few 
top civil servants. The corrupt nature 
of that power is now exposed. The 
millions who opposed the war in Iraq 
have seen how Blair manipulated par¬ 
liament andhow it failedtoinvestigate 
this or call the government to account. 
The failure of parliamentary democra¬ 
cy is one of the most important fac¬ 
tors in current politics. It is a situation 
that the British National Party will ex¬ 
ploit to the full. 

Real democracy is for the millions, 
not the millionaires. True, the banner 
above the platform at the CNWP 
launch proclaimed itself “for the mil¬ 
lions, not the millionaires”. But this 
was not a reference to democracy. It 
was about having a party that would 
do tilings “for” the millions rather 
than a party that aimed at the self¬ 
empowerment of the working class. A 
party that fights for democracy does 
not appear on the Socialist Party’s 
radar screen. 

Democracy is the missing element 
in SP politics. It did not want us to 
discuss policies or programme. There¬ 
fore it presented conference with a few 
‘uncontroversial’ points that no econ¬ 
omist could disagree with. In fact we 
could all agree on “opposing cuts, 
privatisation, environmental degrada¬ 
tion and war” and “for a living mini¬ 
mum wage, full trade union rights and 
a fully funded, democratically control¬ 
led public services”. Presumably we 
could not agree on democracy or its 
importance to the working class. 

The SP has conjured up the genie 
of another, more left wing, Labour Par¬ 
ty, following a British road to social¬ 
ism. This is not surprising. The 
post-war working class movement 
has been dominated by Labourism 
and Trotskyism. These stood for the 


‘opposites’ ofrefonn and revolution. 
Yet these opposites were interpene¬ 
trated - most obviously when the 
Militant Tendency built a base inside 
the Labour Party. What emerged from 
the dialectic was a common thread of 
economism. Labourism subverted 
Trotskyism, not the other way round. 

Thus the crisis of Labourism has 
given us the peculiar phenomenon of 
Trotskyism trying to recreate the old 
ideas. First we had the Socialist La¬ 
bour Party. Some of us will remember 
the role played by the Trotskyist 
F ourth International Supporters Cau¬ 
cus in the Scargill party. Then we had 
the S ociali st Workers P arty-le d Social¬ 
ist Alliance with its Labourite ‘priori¬ 
ty pledges’ to the electorate in 2001. 
And Respect is busily promoting all 
the good, old-fashioned values of 
Labourism. 

Now the Socialist Party’s CNWP is 
pointing in the same direction. A La¬ 
bourite party run by the ‘Trots’ indi¬ 
cates that Labourism has passed its 
sell-by date and is decomposing as we 
speak. By some bizarre twist of fate 
Trotskyism has morphed into a new 
form of Labourism. Meanwhile, Work¬ 
ers Power, which presented itself at 
the conference as the last bastion of 
Trotskyism holding out against this, 
came up with a ‘transitional’ pro¬ 
gramme calling for troops out of Iraq 
and Afghanistan, halting privatisa¬ 
tion, repealing the anti-union laws, de¬ 
fending pensions, halting 
deportations, getting rid of immigra¬ 
tion controls, smashing the BNP, free 
childcare, etc. 

The RDG submitted a motion on 
Platforms headed ‘Developing a dem¬ 
ocratic campaign’. But we concentrat¬ 
ed our speech on the Scottish 
dimension. The motion read 
“1. This conference recognises that 
the struggle for a new workers’ party 
is a political and ideological struggle. 
We recognise that there are different 
views amongst socialists who sup¬ 
port this campaign about what kind of 
party is possible and necessary. 

“2. The Socialist Party has begun to 
explain its view on the kind of party 
that is needed. The Socialist Alliance 
has a different view, as do some of our 
affiliates - for example, the CPGB. 

“3. The working class movement has 
everything to gain from full democra¬ 
cy and the clearest and most open 
explanation of different ideas and pro¬ 
posals. We call on members with par¬ 
ticular views on the kind of party we 
need to form platforms on the party 
question. Such platfonns should be 
officially recognised within the cam¬ 
paign and by the committee.” 

This won about 60 votes, but fell 
because it was opposed by the Social¬ 
ist Party. This was a mistake on their 
part. It would have cost little to back 
it and it would have sent out a signal 
that the SP was genuine in its desire 
to include new forces. It contradicts 
some of the rhetoric of openness 
which we heard before the conference. 
In terms of democratic practice the SP 
did not come out against it until the 
very last speaker before we moved to 
the vote. There was no right of reply. 
It was said that we did not need plat¬ 
form rights because groups could say 
what they wanted. Fair enough, but 
what about those not in groups who 
might want to form their own platform 


orjoina new platformwithone of more 
groups acting together? 

When Thatcher said there is no 
such thing as society, she meant we 
should all be fragmented individuals 
so that all power remains concentrat¬ 
ed at the centre. When the SP says 
there is no such thing as platforms, its 
message about power is essentially 
the same. 

The RDG argued the case for plat¬ 
forms by setting out some political 
differences that they could express. 
We argued as follows. Ten years ago 
Arthur Scargill setup the Socialist 
Labour Party. After some initial opti¬ 
mism it failed Five years ago the SA 
stood 98 candidates in the 2001 gen¬ 
eral election The S A brought togeth¬ 
er the SWP, SP, Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty, CPGB, RDG, ISQ Workers 
Power and the Walsall DLP, as well as 
many independents. That could have 
been the beginning of a new workers’ 
party, but it failed. 

The SA is part of our collective ex¬ 
perience. We cannot ignore it. We 
have to learn the lessons and apply 
them to finding the way forward. In 
contrast to the failures in England, the 
Scottish Socialist Alliance brought the 
Scottish left together. It established a 
more democratic culture - in part by 
allowing platforms. Then it launched 
the Scottish Socialist Party. Of course, 
it was given a helping hand by con¬ 
stitutional change. The Scottish par¬ 
liament and proportional 
representation opened up politics, 
enabling the SSP to elbow its way in. 
This shows that setting up a new par¬ 
ty of the left is not an impossible 
dream. It is an achievable goal if we 
go about it in the right way. 

We need to find the progressive 
secret in the politics of the SSP. This 
is in its democratic arguments - even 
if these are hidden under the blanket 
of tartan socialism. It is to be found in 
the fight for democracy and a Scot¬ 
tish republic, embedded in the decla¬ 
ration of Calton Hill. We need to 
generalise the fight for a republic and 
bring it down the Al, past Newcastle 
to the rest of England. This is why we 
need to fight for a republican social¬ 
ist party. If we are to break with La¬ 
bourism, we need to take up an earlier 
political tradition associated with the 
Levellers and the Chartists, which 
made the fight for democracy the key 
to social change. 

Labour has always been a political¬ 
ly conservative party, loyal to the 


crown and supportive of the existing 
constitution. By contrast the SSP 
aims to end the current constitution 
and establish a Scottish republic. This 
is a radical break from Labourism. The 
SSP has brought socialists, commu¬ 
nists and trade unionists into a single 
party. It has developed an open de¬ 
mocracy with different views, ex¬ 
pressed in platforms. It promotes 
internationalism and environmental¬ 
ism and opposes racism, fascism and 
all forms of social oppression 

The Scottish Socialist Party is not, 
therefore, a Labour Party witha differ¬ 
ent name. It is a break with Labour’s 
constitutionalism. Given the crisis and 
failure of parliamentary democracy, it 
is a break which the working class 
movement must make sooner rather 
than later. However, that does not 
mean we should substitute English 
nationalism for Scottish nationalism. 
We need to leam from Scotland criti¬ 
cally. We need to make a ‘Scottish 
turn’ towards democracy and repub¬ 
licanism. 

What practical conclusions emerge 
from this perspective? Certainly we 
can unite behind the slogan of a new 
workers’party. It must become a dem¬ 
ocratic campaign which encourages 
platforms. These will facilitate a fun¬ 
damental and radical rethink about the 
way forward A majority may want a 
new Labour Party, but a significant 
minority will want to take the Scottish 
road 

A single-issue campaign is a start, 
but we need to become a Socialist 
Alliance-type organisation as soon as 
possible. We need an organisation 
with its own programme, membership 
and branches, able to intervene in the 
class struggle, including elections. 
This alliance would not require the liq¬ 
uidation of existing socialist organisa¬ 
tions. However, like the SSA it would 
be a pre-party organisation, able to 
prepare the ground in theory and prac¬ 
tice for the launch of a party like the 
SSP. 

Unfortunately the legacy of the SA 
still haunts the SP and gives its com¬ 
rades a jaundiced view of what needs 
to be done. The SP bailed out of the 
SA rather than face down the bully¬ 
ing of the SWP. Because of this the 
SP cannot think sensibly about the 
Socialist Alliance question. 

Uniting the non-Respect left even 
on such a minimal basis is a move in 
the right direction. But if we have the 
same Labourite politics as Respect, 
there willbe little to chose between us 
and them. The new Socialist Alliance 
will have to sharpen up its act if it is to 
make any useful impact on the new 
situation • 
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Martin Smith and his 
telephone expulsion 

As the latest case shows, any member who dares to question the SWP’s political trajectory faces expulsion by 
telephone. Martin Smith’s regime is a disgrace and discredits the left in general, writes SW Kenning 


W e know enough about the 
thoroughly corrupt mindset 
of SWP apparatchiks to take 
a guess at how they will react to our 
exposure of the regime run by nation¬ 
al organiser Martin Smith. Without 
any formalchargesbeing laid, withno 
evidence being presented and no wit¬ 
nesses being called, without a formal 
hearing of any kind, he expelled com¬ 
rade X - by telephone. 

Comrade X was an active SWP 
member of three years standing, and 
is, of course, the latest in a long line 
of members who have been treated 
in a completely arbitrary, completely 
inhuman fashion. Incidentally the 
comrade asks to remain anonymous 
- a letter of appeal has been sent to 
the SWP central committee. 

SWP apparatchiks will be out¬ 
raged, but not by the way comrade 
Smith behaved. No, what will infuri¬ 
ate them is the fact that the Weekly 
Worker has openly reported it. They 
will froth at the messenger, not the 
message. In fact, comrade Smith’s 
outrageous contempt for basic dem¬ 
ocratic norms ought to be the con- 
cernofthe entire workers’ movement, 
not simply the caste of SWP manda¬ 
rins who believe that in their confes¬ 
sional sect they can do as whim 
dictates. 

The SWP’s crassly undemocratic 
regime has a polluting impact on the 
culture of our wider movement. Giv¬ 
en its relative numerical importance, 
these crimes taint us all, especially as 
other groups appear so coy about ex¬ 
posing and condemning them - per¬ 
haps revealing something about the 


nature of their own internal regimes, 
of course. 

We express our outrage at the way 
Labour Party goons treated Walter 
Wolfgang, the 82-year-old Jewish es¬ 
capee from tire Nazis, who shouted 
“nonsense” as Jack Straw was speak¬ 
ing last September. But our commit¬ 
ment to democracy and free speech is 
put into serious doubt when the left, 
especially the SWP, treats its own dis¬ 
senting voices in a way that is far 
worse. Tony Blair publicly apologised 
to Walter Wolfgang. Will Martin Smith 
do the same to comrade X? If the past 
is anything to go by, the answer is 
sadly obvious. 

Besides reporting the expulsion of 
comrade X, we remind readers of two 
other examples of the SWP brand of 
‘democracy’: the expulsion of the 
‘permanent oppositionist’ Chris 
Jones, and Hie more recent case of 
Matt Kidd. 

As he clearly implies in our inter¬ 
view, comrade Kidd’s brush with 
Martin Smith (who is to John Rees 
what Lavrenty Beria was to Joseph 
Stalin) not only left him personally 
wary about further involvement with 
the revolutionary left: it also acted to 
confirm many of the suspicions about 
the ‘democratic’ credentials of the left 
held by people around him. 

This is ironic. The comrade’s origi¬ 
nal intention when he went onto the 
Urban 75 e-discussion board was, as 
he wrote, “to prove to people on [this 
list] that the SWP was in fact demo¬ 
cratic, and I hoped this would change 
some ex-members’ minds” (see Week¬ 
ly Worker January 26). 


Now those of us with a more jaun¬ 
diced eye may view this as a little na¬ 
ive, but it reveals that the SWP tops, 
just as they did with comrade X, have 
no compunction about doing over 
even loyal members who start to dis¬ 
play worrying proclivities to critical or 
independent thought 

Outside the rarefied heights of the 
central committee, this means that a 


Comrade Smith’s 
outrageous 
contempt for 
basic democratic 
norms ought to 
be the concern of 
the entire 
workers’ 
movement 

campaign is consciously waged to 
create an apolitical membership. 

On one level, Martin Smith comes 
over as slightly deranged in his deal¬ 
ings with the young and inexperi¬ 
enced comrade Kidd. He took Matt to 
task for mentioning comrades’ names 
- but in a forum whe re these very same 
people had been previously men¬ 
tioned by other SWPers. Clearly, what 
the SWP’s national organiser actual¬ 
ly objected to was that these people 


were now being referenced in the con¬ 
text of a controversy that had broken 
out in the SWP conference. The fact 
that there might be a stirring of some 
sort of political life inside the organi¬ 
sation had been leaked, in other 
words. 

This drive to depoliticise also 
explains comrade Smith’s seemingly 
loopy prohibition against members of 
one SWP borough phoning up 
members of another - something he 
blurted out in his terse telephone 
conversation with comrade X. 

Given that SWPers should only be 
relating to each other as paper-selling 
droids, the sole communications the 
SWP leadership deem legitimate are 
those concerning technical arrange¬ 
ments around paper sales or meetings. 
Thus, phoning a comrade outside 
your immediate geographical area 
smacks of having something to talk 
about other than who’s bringing the 
pasting table to what street comer, at 
what time. It might - heaven forefend 
- imply the comrades are in contact 
because of a shared political outlook. 
And SWPers are seemingly banned 
from having those. 

Chris Jones’s only crime at the time 
of his expulsion appears to be the sim¬ 
ple fact that his critique of the crass 
economism of the SWP’score politics 
took him into a similar political ‘space’ 
as the recently departed Revolution¬ 
ary Democratic Group (which he later 
joined). 

Judging by Chris Jones’s experi¬ 
ence, it seems comrade X can expect 
little justice from the appeals process. 
It is disgraceful, but true, that he 


would probably get fairer treatment 
from a bourgeois court than he can 
expect at the hands of his SWP com¬ 
rades. 

As comrade X illustrates with the 
example of Chris Nine ham, it seems 
common amongst a layer of the SWP 
bureaucracy to use ‘ Weekly Worker’ 
and ‘CPGB’ as swear words in re¬ 
sponse to any political criticism from 
the left of the organisation. Fair 
enough. If these comrades really want 
to use us as a metaphor for adherence 
to working class principle on ques¬ 
tions such as opposition to all immi¬ 
gration controls, that is their call. 

There are figures within the SWP 
who have positioned themselves as 
internal critics on questions of party 
democracy. If their criticisms are to 
mean anything, actions like this latest 
crude policing measure against com¬ 
rade X should be seen as a gauntlet 
thrown down to them. 

For example, John MolyneuxThis 
leading comrade has been - in SWP 
terms - highly critical in recent times 
of the unhealthy, stifling culture that 
prevails in the organisation. Accord¬ 
ing to the comrade, expressing “open 
disagreement [is] a highly disagreea¬ 
ble experience with little prospect of 
success” and complaining of the var¬ 
ious measures which “deter dissenf’ 
(see Weekly Worker November 18 
2004). 

Unless those like comrade Mo- 
lyneux protest when comrades such 
as Matt Kidd or comrade X fall foul of 
the SWP’s draconian regime, their 
claims to be committed to democracy 
will be seen as just hot air • 


You’re out, comrade X! 


I was at an SWP forum - an open public 
meeting -and was just waiting forit to be¬ 
gin with a couple of other comrades when 
I was approached by the Tower Hamlets or¬ 
ganiser. She asked for a quick word and told 
me that Martin Smith wanted me to call him. 

I did so and he told me, oddly, that he had 
been waiting to speak to me after leaving a 
message two and a half months ago - a mes¬ 
sage I badnotreceived. I mean, if he was wait¬ 
ing that long, why didn’t he phone back? 
When I said this to him, he told me he wasn’t 
going to waste his time chasing me up. His 
manner was dismissive and arrogant. 

Anyway, he told me I was “out of the par¬ 
ty”. Now, I don’t know when this was decid¬ 
ed, by what party committee, what evidence 
was presented, or even when I ceased to be 
a member as far as Martin Smith was con¬ 
cerned - from the moment he spoke to me, or 
from two and a half months ago? It’s crazy. 

During that time I have had central office 
telephoning me to come to the SWP starter 
school, I went to the SWP PCS faction meet¬ 
ing in F ebruaiy, and they have continued tak¬ 
ing money from my account for membership 
dues. Is this lack of coordination, or what? 

The comrade told me that my behaviour 
around the time of SWP conference in Janu¬ 
ary had been “terrible”. He said that he knew 
comrades in my area for 20 years and they 
had been outraged. 


I was baffled as to what he was talking 
about. Why couldn’t someone come and dis¬ 
cuss with me if my behaviour had been so 
bad? I didn’t even attend the SWP confer¬ 
ence. What I did at that time was this - I 
phoned up my local branch secretary, who 
was on the conference arrangements commit¬ 
tee, to clarify how I could actually get to con¬ 
ference; I asked whether, if I was not elected 
as a delegate, I could go as an observer. I also 
approached a comrade from Newham who 
was a delegate to invite me as an observer. 

Martin brought up this last point as an ex¬ 
ample of my ‘crimes’. He seemed outraged 
that I had phoned a party member from a dif¬ 
ferent borough to get an invitation as a non¬ 
voting, non-speaking observer to the 
conference of my own organisation ! It was 
as if I had broken some rule - a rule that states 
you are not allowed to phone members in a 
different part of London. Is Martin Smith 
saying that SWPers can only phone their 
comrades who live within a certain geo¬ 
graphical radius? This is just crap. 

I can only guess that where all this comes 
from are the comments I made at a jointNew- 
bam and Tower Hamlets forum leading up to 
the conference. There was a general discus¬ 
sion on electing candidates. I suppose I did 
introduce a degree of controversy - most of 
the other contributions simply praised the 
work of the party. 


I brought up the fact that there had been 
no discussion in the organisation about the 
religious hatred bill. I also pointed to what I 
saw as a growing gap between the principles 
in our ‘What we stand for’ column and our 
stance in Respect on issues such as immi¬ 
gration controls. I expressed a general wor¬ 
ry that our interaction with Respect was 
pulling the party to the right. 

One comrade then did try to answer my 
points - but starting from the presumption 
that I was a political naive, that I was being 
idealistic in a simple-minded way. Another 
comrade came back on this, pointed out the 
fact that none of my questions had been an¬ 
swered, then developed the theme on the re¬ 
ligious hatred bill, backing up my 
observation about the lack of discussion in 
the party on this. 

Elaine Heffeman’s response on this sub¬ 
ject was interesting. She stated that any at¬ 
tempt to talk to the working class about open 
borders would be the equivalent of us speak¬ 
ing to a brick wall. It was pointless talking 
about what we actually believe in, in other 
words. In Chris Nineham’s summing up, he 
backed up this approach - he even said that 
going down that route would simply mean 
suffering the fate of the Weekly Worker and 
the CPGB - being in a small, isolated party, 
destined never to grow. 

What on earth is any thinking comrade 


supposed to do? I thought there was debate 
and democracy in the party, but now I find it 
was an illusion all along. I was only explor¬ 
ing my own Marxist ideas and for this I am 
expelled. 

I appealed about a week ago, but I haven’t 
heard anything yet. I really am surprised to 
find myself in this position - I consider my¬ 
self a loyal SWP member, despite my criti¬ 
cisms. I joined immediately after the massive 
Stop the War demo in 2003. I have been ac¬ 
tive at a branch level - paper sales, building 
Respect meetings and campaigning - in a 
number of different areas around the coun¬ 
try since. I have taken a full part in the par¬ 
ty’s work - and then this happens. 

I think this sort of thing - being expelled in 
a brief telephone call, with no documents, 
charges or chance to defend myself - brings 
discredit on the party. It is as if the comrades 
like Martin Smith at the top of the party are 
totally unaccountable to the membership, and 
effectively have dictatorial powers. It smacks 
of Stalinism. Perhaps Martin would be un¬ 
leashing terror gangs on dissident leftwing¬ 
ers in a revolutionary situation. 

If you even question aspects of how the 
party is operating, the guillotine comes down 
and you’re out. I think that sends out a very 
negative, rather nasty message to the wider 
movement • 

Comrade X 
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No names 


A s a delegate at this year’s SWP con¬ 
ference, I was generally supportive 
of John Molyneux and his alterna¬ 
tive slate for the central committee. 

After attending the Saturday January 7 
sessions, I came home and logged on to a 
leftwing web-board and answered some 
questions from non-SWPers about how it 
had gone. I told people the votes for and 
against Molyneux and the central commit¬ 
tee slates and I also mentioned the names 
of three comrades who had spoken. 

Three days later I was rung by Martin 
Smith, who told me that I was a in a lot of 
trouble - I had broken party discipline and I 
was suspended He talked about the secu¬ 
rity dangers of mentioning members’ names 
in these sorts of forums. 

I responded that the comrades con¬ 
cerned were pretty well known - they had 
stood in elections, had even written books 
for the party. Also, other SWPers had men¬ 
tioned their names on the same web-board 
previously, but there had been no question 
of disciplining them. 

I was so shocked, I resigned on the phone 
and I didn’t dispute my expulsion further. 
When bureaucratic things like this happen 
to young members, they could easily be 
tumedoff left politics altogether. SomeS WP 
members I have spoken to are of the opin¬ 
ion that I was treated harshly and say they 



John Molyneux: serious about 
democracy? 


would have defended me if I had taken it 
further with an appeal. But, frankly, I wasn’t 
interested in staying in this party after be¬ 
ing treated like that. 

I have spoken to people who are not part 
of the organised fir left and no one could be¬ 
lieve what had happened They think it was 
crazy. Especially as socialist parties are sup¬ 
posed to he more democratictbanmainstream 
capitalist parties. But the truth is they aren’t 

The SWP has always talked up its anti- 
Stalinism, especially during the cold war. But 
this sort of incident makes the SWP look 
Stalinist, especially in their treatment of the 
rank and file. It can only produce disillusion¬ 
ment, especially amongst younger, more in¬ 
experienced party members • 

Matt Kidd 


Wrong thoughts 


W hen questions were raised about a re¬ 
sponse I wrote to an article in Social¬ 
ist Review by Duncan Hallas in 1994, 
I knew there was a problem brewing. He had 
argued that the fight for re forms was a key part 
of re volutionary politics. My response was sim¬ 
ply to say that I agreed, but what consequenc¬ 
es did that have for the question of political 
reform? 

Shortly after sending that in to SR, I became 
aware that I was under investigation and I was 
called to a series of meetings. At these, it was 
actually very unclear what I was being charged 
with, what misdemeanour I was being accused 
of. I had been a Fire Brigades Union official un¬ 
til the year before, so I was very suspicious that 
this new hostile attitude to me was related to my 
‘diminished’ importance in the movement! 

At the initial stages, a number of different al¬ 
legations were made. I was told that I was a dis¬ 
ruptive influence in my branch, for example; I 
simply went to my branch, reported this and got 
their support Once I had countered it, that alle¬ 
gation simply disappeared from the ‘charge 
sheet’. From then on, it was never really clear 
what I was supposed to have done. 

In short, I think it was that I had maintained 
contact with comrades in the Revolutionary 
Democratic Group, who had beenexpelled from 
the organisation for their political views already. 
This was said in the background, but it was 
never actually put to me as a formal allegation. 

I was expelled, and then went through the 
process of a full appeal. This was a remarkable 


procedure, in which witnesses were heard with¬ 
out either myself or my representative being 
present. So the person against whom allegations 
are being made never gets to even hew' them - 
so you can’t even attempt to defend yourself. It 
is a process that contradicts all the basic ele¬ 
ments of what would be needed for a just out¬ 
come. Anyone expelled from the SWP will be 

The accused never 
gets to even hear the 
allegations made - so 
you can’t even 
attempt to defend 
yourself 

very lucky to get anything like a fair hearing, from 
my experience. 

The strong implication I picked up was that I 
was being expelled because I held certain polit¬ 
ical views which were similar to opinions held 
by the RDG Therefore - by definition-this meant 
that I would be in a position of ‘permanent op¬ 
position’ and that this was contrary to the rules 
of the party. 

In other words, I was out not because of an¬ 
ything I had done, but because of what I 
thought • 

Chris Jones 


Review 

My enemy’s enemy 

George Galloway Target Iran - why the US wants war Friction, 2006, pp28, £2 


I n Target Iran - why the US wants 
war George Galloway says his in¬ 
tention is “to sound the alarm and 
to contribute to strengthening the 
force that can avert catastrophe: the 
international anti-war movement’. By 
producing a timely agitational pam¬ 
phlet in his usual popular style Gallo¬ 
way again demonstrates that he is the 
leading anti-war MP. 

However, there is a serious weak¬ 
ness, a definite one-sidedness that 
leaves the Respect figurehead’s anal¬ 
ysis superficial and simplistic. But the 
problem is not just that Galloway, the 
non-Marxist, understandably has a 
non-Marxist analysis - he also reveals 
himself, in carefully couched lan¬ 
guage, as an implicit apologist for the 
reactionary, anti-demo era tic Iranian 
regime. 

It is essential to understand a prob¬ 
lem completely, in its many-sided 
complexity. This is the only way to 
successfully chart the way forward. 
To merely identify and concentrate on 
the ‘main enemy’, whilst ignoring in¬ 
terrelationships, contradictions and 
objective imperatives is just not 
enough. 

Galloway does a good job exposing 
US-UK terrorism, mendacity and hy¬ 
pocrisy, etc. This is on one side. On 
the other is the next potential victim, 
Iranandits people, who together make 
up some undifferentiated unitary en¬ 
tity. The Iranian regime, however is 
part of the problem - it is not uncon¬ 
nected to the global system of capi¬ 
tal. The machinations of a brutal US 
imperialism and the repression of the 
Iranian regime are two sides of the 
same coin - and to the cost of Iranian 
workers in particular and all workers 
in general. 

Mehdi Kia spelt it out in his article, 
‘No to US aggression, no to Iranian 
regime’ as follows: “The new Iranian 


president has explicitly enunciated his 
threat to use force to put down dis¬ 
sent, and is relying on the US war 
drums to help in this task” (Weekly 
Worker March 16). 

The Iranian regime has been stok¬ 
ing tension at an international level 
with bizarre statements, denying the 
holocaust, claiming to want to push 
Israel into the sea and such like. To 
focus on the warmongering policies 
of the US without also directing some 
fire at the islamist regime will emascu¬ 
late the anti-war movement. After all 
by repressing their own people, the 
Iranian regime makes it easier for im¬ 
perialist aggressive policies to be re¬ 
alised. 

Unfortunately, George Galloway 
wants to focus anger only on the US 
(and UK) warmongers and, opting for 
black and white simplicity, he there¬ 
fore alibis the Iranian regime - even if 
he uses the words of others to do it. 
He first lays out Iran’s voluntary com¬ 
pliance with the Nuclear Non-Prolif¬ 
eration Treaty, as against US-UK 
non-compliance and the likes of Isra¬ 
el, which did not sign up to start with. 
True and worth knowing - but in the 
context of what follows the appeal to 
the liberal-legalistic mind just adds to 
the soft sell: US - evil aggressor; Iran 
- innoc ent vie tim. US - bad; Iran - good 
(or at least not as bad). 

Galloway quotes facts and figures 
claim ing improving life expectancy, lit- 
eracy, education for women, increas¬ 
ing use of contraception, etc under 
the islamic regime. It all sounds quite 
rosy - and, of course, we are remind¬ 
ed that anyway “most countries in the 
Middle East and indeed throughout 
the developing world are autocratic”. 

It goes on: “In spite of all the perils 
from the state power, different social 
groups in Iran have been engaged in 
campaigns for their class, gender and 


ethnicity equality. They have 
achieved many more reforms of fami¬ 
ly, education and employment than in 
US-backed regimes in the region.” It 
is presented as though this somehow 
makes the “state power” in Iran not 
so bad and for that reason undeserv¬ 
ing of attack 

Nothing explicit about its responsi¬ 
bility for repression, restrictions on 
democracy andtbe risingtide of strug¬ 
gle against the regime - just a few ob¬ 
lique references to progressive 
movements for which ‘Iran’ can claim 
credit. 

We are told that Iranian president 
Mahmoud Ahmadinej ad and his op¬ 
ponent, Akbar Rafsanjani, both got 
more votes than Tony Blair - we are 
meant to deduce that the Iranian re¬ 
gime should therefore be regarded as 
legitimate, despite the fact that no re¬ 
motely progressive candidate was al¬ 
lowed to stand in the 2005 presidential 
elections. Contrast this dodgy statis¬ 
tical fare with the muchmo remeaning¬ 
ful statement of Mehdi Kia, who 
reminds us that, given such a rotten 
choice in last year’s elections, two 
thirds of the Iranian people “chose to 
stay at home”. 

Galloway refers to the genuine stu¬ 
dent, women’s and workers’ move¬ 
ments saying, “the last thing they 
want to see is an escalation of threats 
or manipulation from Washington”. 
That is absolutely correct. But I would 
think that Iranian workers and progres¬ 
sives also do not want to see an esca¬ 
lation of threats or manipulation from 
Tehran - which, as comrade Kia ex¬ 
plains, only makes it easier for the US 
to excuse and disguise its aggression. 

Galloway points out: “For human 
rights defenders in Iran, the possibil¬ 
ity of a foreign military attack on their 
country represents an utter disaster 
for their cause.” He goes on: “Is it not 


obvious that the space for progres¬ 
sive moveme nts within Iran will shrink 
to the exact extent that Iran is 
squeezed from without?” Yes, exact¬ 
ly - but there is another side to the 
equation, George. I wouldadd: is itnot 
obvious that the repressive regime in 
Iran knows this and is compelled by 
increasing opposition and resistance 
to engage in provocations and brink¬ 
manship with a dangerous external 
enemy precisely to help shrink the 
space for progressive movements 
that oppose them? 

The fact that imperialism is the 
greater enemy does not mean you 
must ignore a lesser one. Sometimes 
you have to fight on more than one 
front. 

Leaving aside the disarming flannel 
about the Iranian regime, there are two 
other major weaknesses in Target 
Iran. Firstly, in relation to US imperi¬ 
alism, Galloway does see a certain lev¬ 
el of complexity, but his analysis does 
not go very deep. 

There is the historical tendency of 
the US to escalate military action 
when it is losing (as in Vietnam). 
George sees that and warns about the 
war drive having its own internal log¬ 
ic, making it difficult to pull back He 
can also see that the stakes are high 
because the Project for a New Ameri¬ 
can Century is running into trouble. 
However, much of his argument re¬ 
volves around “delusional neo-con¬ 
servative lunatics”. You get the 
impression that things might be dif¬ 
ferent if some more sensible people 
were in charge in the White House. 

There is a high degree of irrational¬ 
ity in American politics - but it has a 
real foundation in declining options 
for US capitalism. Bush and compa¬ 
ny are not just some group of power- 
crazed nutters who accidentally find 
themselves in office - they are there 
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at the behest of the American ruling 
class. That they are there and act as 
they do is symptomatic of a serious 
crisis. The stakes are not only high: 
they are getting higher. 

The other weakness is the absence 
of class politics. The drive to war is 
an increasing feature of capitalism in 
decline - war is its means of avoiding 
a crash and a weapon against the 
workers. The stronger and more com¬ 
bative the working class, the greater 
our chance of restraining and finally 
defeatingthe war class. Amillion dem¬ 
onstrators could not stop Blair, but 
massive strike action and civil disobe¬ 
dience led by the working class would 
have. 

The extent of imperialism’s crimes is 
the greater because the working class 
is relatively weak, disorganised and 
demoralised The left worldwide is a 
shambles and, so long as it remains a 
shambles, the workers will stay dis¬ 
armed. The need for independent work¬ 
ing class politics and organisation is 
clear. Wfe cannot fight effectively with¬ 
out it. This is why the CPGB prioritises 
the fight for a revolutionary party. 

Whilst it seems that George Gallo¬ 
way has other plans, he remains the 
most prominent and well known mem¬ 
ber of Respect and its only MP. But, 
ever the maverick, Galloway does not 
even give his party a single mention in 
this pamphlet And, as for the need for 
working class organisation ... • 

Alan Stevens 










meekly. ,3? 

worker 
















































